The family name. -I concur with the wish expressed by Bridwell, 1946, that the International Commission may, by suspension of the rules, validate the use of Bruchus and Bru-
. chidae. I am not however aware that they have been requested to do this, and even if they have been -I have quite recently urged Mr. Bridwell to submit the case to them -we can not anticipate a decision prior to its being reached.
Mylabris Geoffroy Mylabris signaticornis Gyll. in America. -There is a single (previously misdetermined) specimen of this species from the collection of Mr. Charles Liebeck and now contained in the Fall collection in the Museum of Comparative Zoology which bears labels indicating that it was found in lentils in Philadelphia, Pa. This is the fifth species of the genus to be recorded , from the United States. I t is a species of southern Europe, where it infests lentils and Vicia monanthos. One of these five species which has escaped record in the supplements to Leng's Catalogue is M. lentis Froelich, recorded in the New York State list of insects as infesting lentils in groceries in Buffalo and Ithaca; this species comes from the Crimea and Caucasus and attacks only lentils. As has been pointed out to me, both ofthe species are accidental importations of adults that would be unable to establish their progeny in dried lentils, and therefore are under no likelihood of becoming established.
is not correct. The type of this genus, and of Caryedes Hummel (brasiliensis Thunb. or its synonym faldermanni Manh.) is not congeneric with mimus Say, although showing certain points of relationship. M i m s belongs to Gibbobruchus Pic (as has been pointed out by Bridwell '46, p. 54, after these notes were written and submitted to him), and is quite similar to both speculifer Gyll. the type and polycoccus Fahr. the other originally included species, with both of which I have compared it. The following characters and distinctions may be noted:
Head not elongate, the antennal sockets practically contiguous to the mandibles; antennae not flabellate; pronotum strongly narrowed anteriorly, immarginate, its sides strongly expanding to the acute hind angles, its hind margin with a pronounced median lobe, its surface with a median longitudinal strongly elevated ridge (less strongly elevated in mimus than in the other two species) which bears a weak longitudinal median sulcus, and a somewhat stronger transverse, median depression, the lateral depressions as in Caryedes, but correspondingly more pronounced, the enclosed tubercle weaker ; hind femora strongly incrassate, their width equal to I/? their length, the inferior surface finely bicarinate, the inner edge with a spinelike tooth near its apical third, followed by 4 acute teeth about y-2. as long, not set in a notch, the outer edge denticulate from about its basal third to the apex; hind tibiae as in Caryedes; pygidium nearly vertical, in the 8 with a large apical glabrous area, (in polycoccus this is bituberculate), in the ? densely pubescent throughout. This description applies equally to all three species, except as noted.
Caryedes Hum. Head elongate, the antennal sockets removed from the base of the mandibles by the length of the first antennal segment; antennae not flabellate; pronotum strongly narrowed anteriorly and produced into a short neck, immarginate, its sides strongly expanding to the acute hind angles, its hind margin with five undulations, its surface with a broad, longitudinal, slightly raised area, of uniformly even surface, bordered on each side by a depression which extends to the side and hind angle, but surrounds a well-marked tubercle; hind femora strongly incrassate, their breadth equal to 0.4 of their length, the inferior surface not bicarinate, its inner margin with a long preapical spine-like tooth, preceded by a notch and this in turn by 2 or 3 minute, semi-concealed spines, and followed by another notch bearing 2 blunt denticles; hind tibiae arcuate basally, clavate, ending in a spine that is as long as the tooth of the femur; pygidium, in the 8 , vertical, with most of the apical surface smooth and shiny, not strongly pubescent, and bearing a small median triangular elevation bordered by a narrowly V-shaped groove, in the ? densely pubescent and without the elevation.
Another species previously included in Pseudopachymerus is arizovzensis Schaeffer, but this possesses characters so distinctive that it requires generic separation. I had drawn up and submitted to Mr. Bridwell, for his criticism, a description of such a genus, dedicated to him in recognition of the considerable amount of discriminating work that he has done in this family, but he preferred to name it himself, which is of course his privilege. The description that he published is, however, so brief, that it may not be amiss to publish here the description that I had prepared, along with a key to related genera, some of which are purely Neotropical.
Neltumius Bridwell, 1946
Head short, the antenna1 sockets very close to the base of the mandibles, antennae reaching approximately to the base of the elytra, gradually thickened from the third segment, with symmetrical segments and therefore not serrate, or with segments slightly produced on the outer side so that they are sub-serrate. Pronotum short, gibbous, tapered anteriorly, immarginate laterally and without lateral teeth, the sides (fr0m.a dorsal view) diverging strongly posteriorly to the acute hind angles, the posterior margin with a pronounced median lobe and usually weakly indicated lateral undulation; the surface much as in Gibbobruchus, with a median longitudinal swelling, most sharply differentiated in the type, in which it is crossed medially by a strong transverse depression, that in the other species is barely indicated, there is also a weak longitudinal furrow, more or less accentuated by white scales, the depressions to the sides of the median ridge enclose a weak tubercle, more strongly developed in Gibbobruchus; prosternum triangular between the coxae which are contiguous; elytra short, exposing the pygidium ; pygidium moderately inclined to nearly vertical, its apex rounded, its surface even, without grooves or tubercles, densely
pubescent in the 9 , but some individuals, evidently males, with an apical thinly pubescent area. Hind femora not incrassate, the width equal to almost of the length, the inner surface flat, the under surface somewhat flattened, with a weak carina on the inner margin that bears a single denticle before the apex; hind tibiae carinate externally, the apex with two equal short teeth (one a little longer in texanus). Surface of pronotuiri and elytra densely covered with appressed pubescence, mottled white and brown.
This genus seems to be most nearly related to Gibbobruchus. Megacerus arenarius (Wok.) new comb. -I have seen no specimen of Bruchus arenarius Wolcott, but since it was described as a member of Horn's group IV, to which the species of Megacerus belong, it also may be transferred to that genus, pending a fuller knowledge of the species. This action is justified by the fact that it certainly is not a Bruchus, that some disposition should be made of it, and that it in all probability is a Megacerus.
Bruchidius Schilsky
The status of this genus has been discussed by Bridwell, 1899, p 4 1. Reopening the question in 1946, p. 53, he finds it "advisable" to establish a tribe Bruchidiini for the Old World genera and another, Acanthoscelidini for the Nearctic and Neotropical genera. However he considers it "premature to attempt a diagnosis'' of these tribes. He states that aedeagal distinctions exist, but not what they are. The present writer hopes to be pardoned if he finds it a somewhat unscientific procedure to erect taxonomic groups until one is prepared to differentiate them, and present the evidence for believing them distinct, in order that others may examine and evaluate it. To him it is premature to recognize, or for their sponsor to have proposed the tribes.
The matter is not without zoogeographical importance for it our Nearctic Bruchidius (for which at least in part Bridwell has erected the genus Sennius) are not offshoots of the European group, but come from a different stock, then the matter is of considerable interest. Nevertheless it remains to be proven.
An adequate differentiation between Bruchidius and Acan- In erecting the Palearctic genus Sparteus ( 1946, p. 5 5) Bridwell has not compared it with Bruchidius, which is the nearest relative of the group to which he intended the name to apply. I t does not seem that it can be accorded higher status than that of a subgenus of Bruchidius, at least until adequate reason for so doing is pointed out.
Bridwell designated villosus Fabr. type of Sparteus. But Hoffman, 1945, p. 83, indicated that the species which Bridwell really meant, and which has passed as villosus Fabr., is fasciatus Ol., 1795, Ent., v. 4, p. 20. He pointed out that vilZosus Fabr. is a Spermophagus. Schilsky saw the Fabrician types in Kiel, and found this to be the case. Sparteus Bridwell therefore is a synonym of Spermophagus, unless action is taken by the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature to change the genotype to the species that Bridwell unquestionably meant.
Dr. W. T. M. Forbes has bred B. fasciatus 01. in numbers from the seeds of Scotch broom (Cytisus s c o p a h s ) at Woods Hole, Mass. The specimens were determined by Mr. L. J. Bottimer in 1931. This is a common species of southern Europe, not previously recorded from North America, unless record has escaped my attention. Cytisus and Spartium are both cited as hosts, and although these are separate genera, I am unable to state whether or not the terms have been used synonymously in this connection. Four specimens of the same beetle are in the Fall collection, taken on Nantucket Island in 1920, 1926, and 1927 , so that the beetle is evidently well established. These -specimens are labelled "cisti Fabr." but this should be cisti Payk., which is a synonym of fasciatus.
I t is interesting to note that Mr. Bridwell in allocating Sparteus to his tribe Bruchidiini (see above), apparently because it is Palearctic, was obliged to make an exception of it, including it in his key with ( Acanthoscelides Schilsky Bridwell (1929, p. 42) has characterized this genus. One character mentioned by him, namely, the carinate front, is not of generic significance, as already pointed out by Bottimer (1935, p. 129). I t had seemed to me that macrocerus Horn, and those species related to flavicornis Sharp represent two subgeneric segregates, and in the manuscript that I submitted to Mr. Bridwell I had erected such. Mr. Bridwell, perhaps inspired by my attempts to straighten matters out, has gone further, and erected genera not only for these two groups, but for several others that would formerly have fallen under Acanthoscelides. He may be right, but perhaps some of his groups would be more suitable as subgenera, especially Mimosestes, and Algarobius.
The result of this breaking up of Acanthoscelides is to leave our North American fauna disrupted, so far as the generic allocation of species is concerned, and it is necessary to rebuild it.
Bruchus obtectus Say is the genotype of Acanthoscelides (see Bridwell, 1929, p. 42, and 1932, p. 104) ; this, the economically important beanweevil, originally American, has become cosmopolitan through commerce. Its transfer to Acanthoscelides, and the record of the latter as a valid North American genus escaped the attention of the compilers of the second and third supplements to Leng's Catalogue.
Bottimer has described A. tennis from the eastern United Psyche t Sept-Dec.
States (1935, p. 12 7). This did not escape the attention of the compiler of the fourth supplement, who recorded it as a Bruchus, not an Acanthoscelides. The compiler, as a taxonomist, has a -perfect right to consider tennis a Bruchus and Acanthoscelides an invalid genus, but as a cataloguer it seems quite unpardonable for him to record the species in a genus in which it was not described, and to make no mention of the genus in which it was described.
In the same paper, pp. 1 2 8 and 129, Bottimer refers the following species to Acanthoscelides, namely: A. atomus (Fall), A. alboscutellatus (Horn), A. seminulum Horn. No record of these transfers appears in the fourth supplement to Leng's Catalogue.
I n all probability all species belonging to Horn's groups VI, VII, VIII, and IX, as well as those for which Fall erected the group VIIIA belong to Acanthoscelides, s. 1.) i. e., as the genus was understood prior to Bridwel17s 1946 paper.
List of Species of Acanthoskelides and Segregate Genera
Recorded from the Northeastern United States The numbers preceding the species are those used in Leng's Catalogue, p. 305-306, and indicate the bibliographic references as there given.
